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such as South Dakota, corn and soy-
beans, can be converted into energy
that will lessen that dependence upon
foreign sources of energy and, at the
same time, create jobs. We are creating
enormous numbers of jobs across this
country, particularly in the Midwest.

New technologies will allow ethanol,
cellulose ethanol, to be made from
other products, from other feedstocks.
This will be a trend that will continue
to create jobs all across this country.

The ethanol industry and the eco-
nomic gains we have seen have bene-
fited our rural economy. Over the next
year, ethanol will displace 2 million
barrels of imported oil, create 234,840
jobs and boost American household in-
comes by $43 billion. Because of the
ethanol requirement in the Energy bill
we passed last summer, 34 new ethanol
plants are under construction, 8 exist-
ing plants will be expanded today, and
more than 150 plants are in the works.
Each plant employs between 40 and 50
people directly and creates hundreds of
jobs throughout the local economy.
These new plants will add more than 2
billion gallons of ethanol to the Na-
tion’s fuel supply by 2007, a 50-percent
growth in ethanol production.

This is a good story for the American
economy because the American econ-
omy relies upon affordable energy. My
State of South Dakota is a case in
point. We are an agriculture intense
economy, energy intense economy, and
rely on tourism. We have long dis-
tances to cover. We need affordable en-
ergy to continue to grow the economy
and create jobs in states such as South
Dakota.

The ethanol success story could not
have happened had it not been for the
Republican leadership in the Senate
and the House coming together last
summer on a bill that would put in
place a renewable fuel standard that
guarantees a market for ethanol mov-
ing forward in the year 2012. As a con-
sequence, we are seeing remarkable im-
provements in the economy in places
that had been struggling economic
areas in this country, in rural areas of
America that had been losing jobs and
suffering from outmigration. It is a
success story and one that could not
have happened had it not been for the
leadership that moved forward with an
energy bill last year, that put in place
the renewable fuel standard for the
first time as a matter of policy in this
country.

There are lots of other areas in the
Energy bill currently being developed.
If you look at wind energy, solar en-
ergy, nuclear energy, the Energy bill
passed last summer provides great
strides forward as we strive to achieve
energy independence in this country
and deal with what is a fundamental
issue for our national security; that is,
our energy security.

I rise this morning to again take
note of the fact that we are an econ-
omy that is in some respects growing,
seeing job expansion and a lot of good
things happening in our economy, but
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also acknowledging that unless we do
something to decrease the amount, the
60 percent of the energy that we get
from outside the United States, we run
the risk of dramatically undermining
and harming the economic growth we
have experienced.

The energy policies we put in place
last summer and some of the things
currently under consideration in the
Senate as we move forward will make
great strides forward in helping Amer-
ica deal with what is an economic secu-
rity issue, what is a national security
issue, and that is the crisis of energy
we see not only in the United States
but across the world as more and more
countries have an energy demand and
the consumption continues to increase
with a very limited supply.

We have a supply right in the Mid-
west. We grow corn each year, we grow
soybeans each year. Other areas
produce products that, as technology
continues to improve, will enable us to
convert those products into usable en-
ergy for America’s future.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
VITTER). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. The Senator from Mississippi is
recognized.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, parliamen-
tary inquiry: What is the status of the
agenda at this time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In just a
minute, morning business will be
closed. Then the Senate will resume
consideration of S. 2349.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, you say in
a minute. Do we have other speakers?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. The
Chair just needs to announce that.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

———

LEGISLATIVE TRANSPARENCY
AND ACCOUNTABILITY ACT OF 2006

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of S. 2349 which the
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:
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A Dbill (S. 2349) to provide greater trans-
parency in the legislative process.

Pending:

Reid amendment No. 2932, to provide addi-
tional transparency in the legislative proc-
ess.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I wish to
spend a couple of minutes this morning
commenting on the provisions offered
by the Democratic leader, Senator
REID of Nevada, which is a comprehen-
sive amendment that covers a lot of
the waterfront related to the matter
before us, and that is greater trans-
parency and accountability by Mem-
bers of this institution as well as those
who lobby us, who come to us and peti-
tion us as paid representatives of var-
ious public, private, and nonprofit enti-
ties, so we have a better opportunity to
restore a lot of the confidence that has
been eroded in how this institution per-
forms its public function.

My colleague from Nevada, the chair-
man of the Democratic team here, has
put together a very good proposal. It
has been endorsed and supported by
over 40 of our colleagues as part of the
larger Reid bill. It is called the Honest
Leadership Act. It covers a lot of
ground. I want to identify the provi-
sions in this bill. I know my colleague
from Nevada has done that already, but
it deserves repetition.

As someone who has now spent more
than a quarter of a century in this
body, I have great respect for my col-
leagues and their integrity. We all
know that laws are not only written
for the majority who abide by the law,
but occasionally we write laws because
there are those who step outside the
boundaries, particularly when it comes
to public responsibility and trust. I am
not suggesting by this amendment, nor
is the Democratic leader, that my col-
leagues in any way, at least the over-
whelming majority, are violating not
only the law of the land but even eth-
ics, a sense of responsibility, a sense of
good conduct. But we have learned
painfully over the last number of
months that there are people, unfortu-
nately, who serve in public life, who
serve in this great Capitol building,
who do take advantage of their posi-
tion for private gain, who have abused
that public trust and have caused this
institution and its Members to suffer
once again the derision of our constitu-
ents, of people who are disappointed
about how we conduct our business. It
is a painful thing to go through.

I have often said I would be willing to
take the 99 Members I serve with in
this body and compare their ethics and
morality to almost any other group of
people, and I am sure they would stand
up very well. But the facts are that we
have people who do abuse the process,
and we need to be cognizant of that and
respond to it. That is what Senator
LoTT and I are doing. That is what my
colleagues, Senator LIEBERMAN and
Senator COLLINS, are doing with their
proposal which is part of the under-
lying bill.

Senator REID, on behalf of more than
40 of our colleagues, has put together a
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comprehensive proposal to try and deal
with many of these issues. I am sure
there are matters with which some
Members may disagree, may want to
fine-tune in some way, may not nec-
essarily support every dotted I and
crossed ‘““T.” But the overall direction
of the provisions included in this pro-
posal is one that should enjoy broad
support. We hope when the vote occurs
later this morning, we can have strong
support for it.

Let me mention several things it
does. One, it bans all gifts, including
meals, from lobbyists, the assumption
being that this is no longer acceptable.
There is no connection between the
work of someone petitioning govern-
ment on behalf of a client or an organi-
zation and simultaneously offering
some gift to the Member or to the staff
of that Member as a way of ingra-
tiating themselves on behalf of the
cause they represent. It may be inno-
cent enough. We may find it obnoxious,
even, in some cases, considering some
of the things that are called gifts. But
nonetheless, the perception—percep-
tion is reality in the business of public
life—that Members of Congress or their
staffs are receiving some unrelated
item or gift or service or activity as a
result of the relationship has come to
be unacceptable to most of us here.
And again, perceptions are such that
we suffer as a result of that kind of
conduct.

We also impose some additional re-
strictions of disclosure on the revolv-
ing door issue, requirements under the
bill’s revolving door provisions. This
has to do with Members and senior
staff who serve here and then leave and
go into private life and become lobby-
ists and use that relationship to come
back and have an immediate, direct in-
fluence on the legislative process as a
result of those close, personal relation-
ships. The revolving door has tried to
have additional disclosure require-
ments and even extend to some degree
the amount of time before such a per-
son could come back and lobby their
Member or other Members of this body
or their senior staff.

We also deal in the Reid proposal
with congressional travel. It bans lob-
byists or anybody affiliated with them
from being involved in congressional
travel. Again, I say ‘‘congressional
travel.” Travel can be a very impor-
tant element of service in the U.S. Con-
gress. Members, from time to time,
need to get out around the country and
need to engage in foreign travel. We
are not talking about that. We are not
talking about related travel in which
Members should be engaged. We are
talking about those travel expenses
that are unrelated.

The most egregious case recently is
the matter involving Members of the
other body on a golfing excursion in
Scotland. When people look at that,
they assume maybe all of us are doing
those sorts of things. That is not the
case, but that is the perception. We
need to limit what we talk about here
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in terms of the travel in which Mem-
bers of Congress can engage. In my
view, if you are traveling on behalf of
your public responsibilities as a Mem-
ber of the Senate or a Member of the
Congress, then that is something we
ought to allow. In fact, we ought to en-
courage it. If the travel is unrelated to
that nexus of your public responsi-
bility, we ought to try to limit it, if
not ban it altogether.

The Reid proposal does that. It al-
lows only bona fide 501(c)(3) organiza-
tions to pay for congressional travel
for factfinding, educational purposes.
It retains the requirement for Ethics
Committee approval for travel before-
hand so that if Members think it may
be questionable, they can get a ruling
ahead of time. It requires certification
that the trip is not planned, supported,
or paid for by lobbyists. It imposes per
diem rates on acceptable third-party-
paid travel and lodging.

I point out, Mr. President, it tightens
the ban on the so-called K Street
project. This is controversial. My col-
league from Mississippi was patient in
the Rules Committee in listening to
the K Street project provision that was
offered by my friend from Illinois. It
was pointed out in committee that
there are already prohibitions in exist-
ing criminal law for people who would
suggest that there was going to be a
price that someone would pay if they
hired or did not hire someone else
based on their political affiliation. We
thought it was so important to estab-
lish this principle in the rules of this
body that we have codified the prohibi-
tion against those who would pressure
outside employers to make a hiring de-
cision based primarily on party affili-
ation. This is wrong, it is an abuse, and
it ought to be stopped. The Reid pro-
posal does just that.

It is especially egregious where it is
accompanied by a threat—implicit or
explicit—that a Member might take or
withhold certain actions based on the
hiring decision. We have learned that
has happened. It is unfortunate. The
businesses that did that were unwise
and shortsighted, but nonetheless it
has occurred. This proposal includes
the ban on the so-called K Street-type
projects.

There are new civil and criminal pen-
alties to combat public corruption. It
would require new certifications by
lobbyists on gifts and travel and by
trip sponsors and increase penalties for
knowing, willful, and corrupt viola-
tions under the False Statements Act.
It would prohibit dead-of-night legis-
lating, require a final vote on con-
ference reports in a public meeting,
which, again, I think is critical here.

We know if you are getting this legis-
lation out, getting it to be public on
the Internet so people have an oppor-
tunity to read, as well, what we are
about to do, what actions we are about
to take—I know this becomes difficult
under certain circumstances, particu-
larly at the end of a session if you are
dealing with continuing resolutions
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which can be very large and so forth. It
imposes burdens on this institution.
But I think we bear a responsibility to
make sure the public has a clear idea,
or at least the opportunity for a clear
idea, to understand what we are about
to do, what actions we are about to
take, and how they would affect them.

So I urge my colleagues, again, to
support this kind of provision. Not all
are people on this side or the other side
of the aisle. So that is what is being
proposed by Senator REID of Nevada. I
hope in looking at this, in conjunction
with the wunderlying accomplish-
ments—let me say once again to my
colleagues, I think the work of the
Rules Committee was a good effort,
and we are proud of what we did.
Again, this is a dynamic process that
doesn’t happen all at once. What is re-
form one day is not the next, and you
go back and forth. I always loved this
line, and you have to be careful.

There was a wonderful Republican
Party chairman in New York who once
said that the last refuge of the scoun-
drel was patriotism—until they in-
vented the word ‘‘reform.” People
sometimes hide behind that language
as a way to achieve certain ends.

What we have done here with the un-
derlying bill—and I think with the
Reid proposal—is strengthen this legis-
lation. It is going to make us all better
Members, help restore confidence in
this institution and its individual
Members. I emphasize what I said at
the outset. I have great confidence in
the ethical, moral behavior of my col-
leagues. People I have total disagree-
ments with on policy matters, I trust
them as to how they conduct them-
selves in these public arenas. But every
profession learns that the laws are not
written for the majority who obey the
law. Laws and codes of ethics are writ-
ten for those in the minority who vio-
late that trust and confidence.

So we write these provisions and in-
clude these proposals in statutory law
and in our code of conduct not because
we believe every Member is somehow
on the brink or cusp of engaging in ir-
responsible behavior but because we
recognize and understand that from
time to time there will be people who
serve with us who will violate that
public trust and confidence. That is
why we have these codes of conduct,
why we have statutory language that
prohibits the behavior that we have
outlined in these proposals.

So I urge my colleagues, when the
time comes in roughly an hour or so, to
support the Reid proposal. It is offered
on behalf of more than 40 of us in this
body. We think it is a sound proposal
that would strengthen an already good
bill. I urge my colleagues to cast and
“‘aye’ vote for the Reid amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi is recognized.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, after con-
ferring with our colleagues on this side
of the aisle, I ask unanimous consent
that the vote in relation to the Reid
amendment No. 2932 occur at 11:30 a.m.,
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with no second degrees in order prior
to the vote, and that all time be equal-
ly divided until the vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I urge our
colleagues to come over to speak if
they wish.

Mr. LOTT. Those who would like to
be heard, we want to make sure they
can be heard. I would be glad to yield
my own floor time so they can com-
ment. I do have some comments I
would like to make, and I will ask
unanimous consent—I will do it then—
that we set aside the Reid amendment
so that we can have one offered by Sen-
ator SANTORUM, and we can begin de-
bate on that. The emphasis will be on
the Reid amendment, if you want to
check that and make sure you are OK
with that. I see one potential speaker.

In order to try to keep things mov-
ing, we are going to try to get another
amendment offered, and we will alter-
nate back and forth.

Mr. DODD. I have no objection at all
to that proposal offered by my friend
from Mississippi. I urge Members on
both sides of the aisle who have amend-
ments or ideas on the bill, let us know
S0 we can move the process along, and
let us know what your amendments are
s0 we can begin to consider and discuss
them even before they are offered as a
way of trying to expedite the process.
The Senate wants to consider other
matters. This is very important, but I
would like to move as rapidly as we
can on the consideration of these ideas
and proposals.

I urge my colleagues who have
amendments and want to be heard to
let us know as soon as possible.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, full disclo-
sure, too. We have other Senators who
would like to get into the mix, I say to
Senator DoODD. Senator INHOFE is here
with some amendments, some of which
we can probably get an agreement on,
some of which will take more time.
Also, Senator VITTER, who is in the
chair now, would like to get into the
mix.

As we go back and forth, I thought
we would go to SANTORUM, and then if
you have a Senator—or maybe we can
clear a couple of the Inhofe amend-
ments. That is what we would like to
do.

Mr. President, I want to respond a
little bit to the Reid proposal. I think
you have to give credit to Senator REID
and the Democrats for developing some
legislation for this body to consider.
People may be shocked to hear me say
that, thinking that is not the way we
do things. This is basically the Demo-
cratic leader’s proposal. My attitude is,
look, good work was done on it. They
have a package here. Some of it was
good enough that we pulled it out and
put it right into the Rules Committee
bill. T want to give credit to the fact
that they want to work on this and
have made some recommendations. In
that vein, Senator SANTORUM, at the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

request of our leader, as chairman of
our conference, went to work and
started developing a package of ideas,
amendments, and concerns and solu-
tions, too.

So both parties were working on this.
Yes, it was on separate tracks, but as
we went forward Senators began to re-
alize that this is not really partisan. It
is even bigger than the institution. It
is about us and the people we represent
and their rights. We need to think this
through because whatever we do, we
are going to have to live with it, and
the American people are going to have
to live with it.

As time went forward, Senator
SANTORUM was working with Senator
McCAIN and Senator LIEBERMAN. I
started working with Senator DODD—
we talked—and Senator FEINSTEIN, and
then bipartisan meetings started to
happen. I tell you, I wish we could do
more things here like this. We came to
a juncture and we reported out a bill
from the Rules Committee that was
unanimously approved. The Homeland
Security and Governmental Affairs
Committee reported out a bill that had
only one dissenting vote. This is the
way it ought to work.

I give credit to Senator REID and the
Democrats for getting involved and
helping this process. But now we have
to produce legislation. It is important
that we hear each other out and that
we have some debate and some amend-
ments and votes and get this job done.

Mr. President, the amendment pre-
sented by the Democratic leader is not
fundamentally different from any of
the provisions of the bill reported by
the Rules Committee and by the Home-
land Security and Governmental Af-
fairs Committee. It has similar provi-
sions to what was in the Santorum
package. Our main differences are on
issues such as how to treat gifts from
lobbyists, and the Reid amendment
bars all gifts from registered lobbyists.
The Rules Committee bans gifts from
registered lobbyists, except for meals,
which are not included in the defini-
tion of a gift. I will give you one exam-
ple for why we are making this excep-
tion. Our bill bars gifts from registered
lobbyists and foreign agents. A very
thoughtful Senator, chairman of the
Foreign Relations Committee, Senator
LUGAR, inquired: Wait a minute. How
will that work if I am invited as chair-
man of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee to a dinner at an embassy of a
foreign country that involves foreign
agents? Will I be able to go? How will
I deal with that?

That is the kind of thoughtful ques-
tion we better think about because we
don’t want to put ourselves into a posi-
tion where we cannot do our jobs.

Another example of where I am con-
cerned is we have language in the
Homeland Security bill that is going to
restrict or require more reporting of
grassroots lobbying activities. This
will have a chilling effect on grassroots
lobbying. Do we want to do that? What
about the right of the people to peti-
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tion their government for a redress of
grievances? Why are we letting on like
there is something wrong with people
with a point of view who would get peo-
ple involved and get our constituents
to contact us about an issue? We are
big boys and girls.

We should be able to hear from our
constituents, even if they are inspired
by the Chamber of Commerce or the Si-
erra Club, or even if it is something
such as the ports issue. I heard from a
lot of my constituents. We need to
make sure we think through what we
do here.

The Reid amendment claims to pro-
hibit privately funded travel, yet, in
fact, it does no such thing. It opens a
loophole that would allow 501(c)(3) or-
ganizations to finance congressional
travel. The Rules Committee requires
far stricter preclearance of such trips.

My attitude is, instead of setting up
a new process or new loophole, let’s
have these trips reviewed mandatorily
and approved or you can’t do it. Then
you have to also divulge the itinerary
and who is involved in these trips. I
think that is a far better approach.

The Democratic alternative pre-
sented by Senator REID bars lobbyists
from participating in such trips where-
as the Rules Committee measure re-
quires disclosure of lobbyist involve-
ment.

The Reid amendment also prohibits a
Member from negotiating for prospec-
tive private employment if a conflict of
interest or the appearance of a conflict
exists. We have that in our Rules Com-
mittee language. We actually went a
step further than that. The law pro-
hibits this already, but I also think
that a rule in this area is fine.

The Reid amendment makes it a fel-
ony for a Member of Congress to seek
to influence a private employment de-
cision by threatening to take or with-
hold an official act. Absolutely we
should do that. I think the law already
does that. I honestly believe the bills
reported by the Rules Committee and
Governmental Affairs Committee are
superior to the Reid amendment.

When I first looked at the Homeland
Security and Governmental Affairs
bill, T wasn’t quite sure what it did.
But as I read it more and more, it is
very good in terms of reporting, disclo-
sure, and transparency. It requires
more reporting with regard to lobby-
ists.

We better continue to ask ourselves
about what we are doing here. For in-
stance, I am particularly troubled by
the provisions that would only allow
travel sponsored by 501(c)(3) organiza-
tions. Do my colleagues not realize
that 501(c)(3) organizations can be ma-
nipulated and used by Ilobbyists as
fronts for their lobbying activities? In
fact, that 1is exactly what Jack
Abramoff did. He laundered money
through a 501(c)(3) and used a tax-ex-
empt entity to finance congressional
travel.
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This is one of my major concerns
with the Reid proposal. I think it actu-
ally endorses a process that has been
used to abuse the lobbying rules.

While the effort here is a good one by
Senator REID and in good faith, we
have a superior bill. Where Senator
REID had some good proposals, we put
them into the Rules Committee bill.
But there are many provisions, a much
more detailed package from the Rules
Committee and Homeland Security and
Governmental Affairs Committee.

I hope when the time comes, this
amendment will be rejected. We are
trying to make this a responsible bill—
not inferring that the Reid amendment
is not responsible. We are also trying
to make it bipartisan. So I am con-
cerned that we have come right out of
the gate with a partisan package. I as-
sume we are not going to have the
Santorum alternative offered as a
package. It has been melded into what
we have.

I urge my colleagues to reject the
partisan package. Let’s take the good
stuff out of it and make it a part of our
final product.

Mr. President, I will be glad to yield
the floor so a Senator may speak on
the Reid proposal. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California is recognized.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, if it is
all right with Senator DoDD, I wish to
be heard on the Reid amendment for
not longer than 15 minutes.

Mr. DODD. I yield whatever the time
the Senator cares to use.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California is recognized.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I am
very pleased the Senate has now taken
up this important issue. I compliment
Senators LOTT and DopD for working
together, as well as Senators COLLINS
and LIEBERMAN. We needed to have this
debate. We need to have these changes.

Over the past several months, we
have all heard the sorry tale of scandal
and corruption and bribery involving
Jack Abramoff, senior Bush adminis-
tration officials, and, sadly for us,
Members of Congress. Those tales have
unfolded here in Washington. It is clear
that these scandals show corruption
has taken hold here and that we in
Congress must act. That is why I am so
glad we have set aside time for this
bill.

The measure on the floor today
makes important strides in cleaning up
corruption, but, in my view, it doesn’t
go quite far enough. Under the leader-
ship of Senator HARRY REID, Senate
Democrats have advanced legislation
that goes even further, but it doesn’t
go so far as to make it unworkable or
unreasonable.

We were and Senator REID was the
first to respond to the revelations of
scandal and corruption in Washington.
Nearly the entire Democratic caucus
united to create a package of reforms
which we call the Honest Leadership
and Open Government Act of 2006. It
was the first idea that we rolled out for
the American people to see.
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I believe the Reid bill helped set the
tone for the bill we are debating today.
I do, again, Mr. President, thank Sen-
ator LOTT for his leadership in the
committee. I thank him for working so
closely with Senator DoDD. And I say
the same to all my colleagues involved
in this issue because we know the par-
tisanship here is deep and the Senators
set it aside, and for that we are all
grateful.

What we have before us is an excel-
lent start. If we did that and nothing
else, it is a start. But we have a chance
now to do better. I think the American
people won’t settle for just a good
start; they want to see deep reform.
They want the revolving door slowed so
that they don’t see Members of Con-
gress—Senators and House Members—
staff members, and administration offi-
cials walking out the Capitol steps and
walking right into a lucrative job
where they will have undue influence
in terms of what goes on in the Con-
gress.

The American people want to feel
they still have a voice, even though
they don’t have thousands or maybe
millions of dollars to shell out on K
Street where the lobbyists thrive. They
want gifts banned. They don’t want to
see a commission report on why the
latest scandal happened; they want
measures in place that prevent scan-
dals from taking place at all.

My colleagues and I on this side of
the aisle are prepared to offer amend-
ments to strengthen this bill, and Sen-
ator REID’s package is the first such at-
tempt. I believe it is important, again,
to strengthen this bill and raise it to a
standard in which our constituents can
take comfort.

We truly need to go beyond what we
have before us. We also need to go be-
yond the Congress and follow the
money, as sordid as it may be, and fol-
low the meetings, and follow the con-
tacts between Mr. Abramoff and the
White House. So far, the White House
is quick to admonish those outside the
administration who engage in scan-
dalous acts. Yet they have maintained
a policy of duck and cover and denying
when allegations are pointed in their
direction.

I will have an amendment calling on
the White House to cooperate, to turn
over the information that we and the
public deserve to have on how many
times Jack Abramoff was in the White
House, or his associates, and what it is
they wanted and what it is they got
and what it is they gave. That amend-
ment will be coming soon. It is very
clear. I hope it will be accepted. I know
that my side of the aisle supports it.

My amendment simply says that the
White House should fully disclose all of
its dealings with Mr. Abramoff. We cer-
tainly should disclose our dealings, and
as far as I know, every Member has
gone back and looked to see if they re-
ceived contributions from Mr.
Abramoff, if they received contribu-
tions from anyone associated with him.
Many of us have acted to either return
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those contributions or to explain why
we would rather give them to charity.
We have opened up our books. The
White House has to open up its books
as well.

Again, I am very pleased at the bi-
partisan effort that has taken place to
bring ethics reform to the floor today,
and I urge all my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle to support the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Ne-
vada and continue this bipartisanship.

Anyone who knows HARRY REID
knows he is a reasonable person who
loves this institution, who has given
his life to public service, starting from
the time he was a police officer. The
Reid amendment serves only to
strengthen the reforms we seek and
that the American people demand. This
is what it does in part.

It closes the revolving door so that
the outcome of legislation is not tied
to a Member’s potential job prospects.
It ends the K Street project by shut-
ting down the pay-to-play corruption
scheme. K Street offices should be
staffed by individuals who are the most
qualified for the job, not well-placed
former congressional staffers who ob-
tain their job through a back-room
deal to stack the deck in any party’s
political favor. And we know that calls
come routinely to these offices saying:
Hire this staff or that staff, and the im-
plication is you will be treated better
in legislation. It is a disgrace.

The Reid amendment increases pen-
alties for violations of the rules under
the Lobbying Disclosure Act as a fur-
ther deterrent for lobbyists to engage
in unethical practices, and it prohibits
dead-of-night legislating to allow for
an open meeting of the conferees with
access by the public. The public is so
shut out around here. Not only are
Democrats shut out of some con-
ferences, but the public certainly
knows not what is going on. We want
the light of day to shine. If you want to
stop those bridges to nowhere and
other projects that don’t make any
sense, open up the process to the light
of day, and all of us—all of us—will be
scrutinized.

I think we should impose tougher re-
strictions on congressional travel and
gifts. We know there is a difference be-
tween traveling in an official congres-
sional delegation and traveling because
some company wants to do you a favor.
We know what that is about. There is a
difference between a truly educational
trip that is sponsored by a foundation
with no ties to special economic inter-
ests and a trip that is organized by
some economic interests that want to
treat you in a way that will make you
more open to what they want. There is
a difference here, and I think what the
Reid amendment does is walk that line.

So with this bill, amended b